9" STREET BRIDGE REPLACEMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
DECISION NOTICE

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Region Three, Bozeman
August 18, 2010

Proposed Action

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) proposes tuis a Stream Protection Act permit
for the construction of a new permanent bridge cwhvill cross the Yellowstone River,
on 9" Street in Livingston, Montana. The permit wilkalcover the construction of a
temporary access bridge with a work platform, reah@f remaining portions of the
original bridge, and removal of the existing tengrgrBailey bridge.

M ontana Environmental Policy Act

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks is required by th@Mana Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA) to assess significant potential impacts pf@posed action to the human and
physical environment. In compliance with MEPA, amwwEonmental Assessment (EA)
was completed for the proposed project by FWP alehsed for public comment on
January 27, 2010.

Public comments on the proposed project were tékeb5 days (through February 11,
2010). The EA was mailed to 19 individuals and gguegal notices were printed in the
Bozeman Daily Chronicle and the_ivingston Enterprise and the Draft EA was posted on
the FWP webpage: http://fwp.mt.gov//publicnotices/

Summary of Public Comment

Comment: “I saw the Chronicle article about the new bridgeould like to see the
design, and I'm wondering where the public can wleawings or images of the proposed
bridge design?”

Response: Thank you for your interest. A plan view of the id@scan be view at the link below,
under appendix, or at our Bozeman office at 1400it51% Ave.
http://fwp.mt.gov/news/publicnotices/notice.htmlfac=getPublicNotice&id=2282

Comment: “l am interested in getting on the distributiast For any results or
determinations you may reach with regard to thef@/th Street Island Bridge.”

Response: The requestor was added to the distributiorfdisthis project.

Comment: “l am a Livingston resident who looks forward teig able to cross the 9th
Street island bridge in the near future. | lovesl dkd bridge with the "see through™
walkway, and my main comment was to say | would li&k see a safe-guarded walkway
on the bridge.”



Response: Physical design of the bridge is outside the samghis EA. FWP is only
authorized to approve or deny the Stream Prote&adpermit based on the design
submitted and its direct impacts to the streamimedbanks.

Comment: “| am AGAINST using tax payer stimulus money tbuéd the 9th Street
Bridge. The bridge only serves a small group ofgbleand does nothing for the general
public. | find it hard to believe that us tax pagehould be burdened with this debt at a
time when the economy is so bad. | feel that tlop@rty owners on 9th Street Island be
the solely responsible for the cost.”

Response: Funding for the proposed project is outside ttape of this EA. FWP has
no authority to determine how the proposed pragfinded.

Comment: “no objections with the EA for the 9Th Street Rpgdreplacement in
Livingston, MT.”

Response: Thank you for your interest and comment.

Comment: “I think that no FWP funds, no MT. state funds,Fexderal funds should be
used on this project. The city of Livingston and tiroperty owners who chose to live
there bare the financial responsibility for thituation.”

Response: No FWP funding is being used for this project.néing for the proposed
project is outside the scope of this EA. FWP haauthority to determine how the
proposed project is funded.

Comment: “Page 4 states “Stream flow will not be affectgdlite proposed project”.
However it seems stream flow will positively beeaffed. The bridge is 20 feet wider and
there is only one pier. On page 28 under River Hylics it states “This bridge will
improve the conveyance and lower the existing watieiace approximately 0.2 ft, 0.5 ft,
and 0.7 ft at the Q2, Q50, and Q100 flow eventpeetively”.

As a Governor’s Upper Yellowstone River Task Faremmber, it is good to see the
backwater affect on a bridge to be lessened.

One of the recommendations of the Task Force (IBdige design consideration on the
upper Yellowstone River should include examinatbithe cumulative impacts and the
cost and benefits of zero backwater standardsyas@reduled reconstruction.” This
report as indicated above shows a lessening didhkwater on this bridge. However it
does not indicate what it would take to be zerdkbater design. The recommendation
does not say we must meet a zero backwater stgralgrale must consider it. It seems it
would not take much to determine this standardnyrconversations about this EA

| was told by several people making the bridgedditeonal 20 feet wider would make
the price go up greatly.

This EA needs a zero backwater discussion.”
Response: You are correct in your statement that under topgsal stream flow will be

affected by reducing the surface elevation at &taof flows. A zero backwater option
was considered by Park County and was determinbd tmfeasible option due to cost



and other construction restrictions. Water surfgegations were calculated for the river
if no piers were present. Those values were 4484 4496.9 ft., and 4497.1 ft. at Q2,
Q50, and Q100, respectively. These elevation® dé., 0.5 ft., and 0.5 ft. lower than
the elevations that were calculated for the propaseicture.

Final Environmental Assessment for the 9" Street Bridge Replacement

There are no modifications necessary to the DnafirBnmental Assessment based on
public comment. The only modification to the Draftvironmental Assessment is a
change in the proposed construction dates fromy 2015 6/15/10 to 9/15/10 — 1/15/11.
This change in construction dates will not subssdigtchange the impacts described in
the original EA. The Draft Environmental Assessim&rgether with this Decision
Notice, will serve as the final document for thisosal.

Decision

Based on the Environmental Assessment, public caryraad the need for replacement
of this bridge, it is my decision to approve andnpiethe proposed project.

| find there to be no significant impacts on therfaun and physical environments
associated with this project, other than the imprent of the existing situation for both
the environment and public safety. Therefore,riatade that the Environmental
Assessment is the appropriate level of analysis tlaat an Environmental Impact
Statement is not required.

Patrick J. Flowers
Region Three Supervisor




